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Key Judgments

Comfedertat

USSR:
Private Agricultuce
on Center Stage -

Two successive poor years tn Sovict agriculture have impclled the leader-
ship to again cncourage private agricultural activity. In January the
Central Committee and Council of.Ministers relcascd a decree aimed at in-
creasing private agricultural production, particularly of mcat. But this
decree, like its predecessor in 1977, is not likely to overcome the numerous
problems hindering private-scctor farming.

Private agriculture plays an important rolc in the supply of food to the
Sovict population. About onc-fourth of the totai valuc of agricuitural
production, including 30 pecrcent of the gross production of meat. comes
from this scctor. tis importance is amplificd by thc incificient state system
of proccssing and marketing foodstuffs, which results in fow quality and
frequent unavailability of perishable foodstulfs. Thus, Soviet consumers
rely on private plots for a large sharc of their perishable foods. Despite the
significance of the private sector, output has stagnatcd in recent years.

Sovict policymakers historically have made concessions to private agricul-
turc in the spirit of practicality over idcology. vicwing private agricultural
activity as a temporary source 10 compensale for shortfalls in socialized
agriculiure, In fact, becausc of a high degree of interdependence between
privatc and socialized agriculiurc, the private scctor is vulncrable to many
of the same difficuitics affccting the sociatized sector.

More rcecently, in the decrees of 1977 and 1981 the lcadership has
cxplicitly acknowledged the private scctor’s dependence upon socialized
agriculture for inputs, urging—but not forcing—collective and state farm
managers to make resources available to private producers. A novel aspect
of the 1981 decree is the official sanction granted to the previously
experimental contract system in which farm managers scll or supply young
animals and some leed to private producers. who later scll the mature
animals back to the farms. But private producers now, as after the 1977 de-
cree, are the last claimants upon statc agricultural resources. Feed for
tivestock is in short supply and will remain so in the 1981-8S plan period as
farm managers try to mect higher meat production tirrgets.
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Besides the problem of scarce resources—which is likely to pc}sist in the
next five years, if only because of unrealistic planning in agriculture—
other factors will retard the performance of the private agricultural sector:
dzclines in the rural population and the agricultural work force, the
narrowing gap between rural and urban wages, the declining interest of
rural residents in performing manual labor, the lack of small mechanized
cquipment, and the poor rural transport and marketing structures. All
thesc factors are the result of past policy decisions, planning failures, or
long-term demographic trends.

Certain parts of the ncw decrec on private agriculture represent an attempt
to incorporate, in diluted form, aspects of the private agricultural systecm
prevailing in Hungary. The Soviet leadership is impressed with the
performance of the private agricultural sector within the Hungarian
system. But far-rcaching changes within the Soviet 2gricultural system as a
whole would be necessary to allow private agriculture to operate as
cffectively in the USSR as it docs in Hungary. The Soviet leadership docs
not appear inclined toward such measures.
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USSR:
Private Agriculture
on Center Stage

Introduction

Early this yvear the Soviet press carried a semmuary of
a new deerce supporting private zgricultural activity.
Following on the heels of two back-to-back poor vears
in agriculture and attendant shortages of both quathity
foo 's and somc staples. the decrec. which includes

s “novations. is aimed at boosting food output
and ;ural sclf-sufficiency.'

Private agriculture in the Soviet Union is carried out
on somce 40 million smuall plots of land. up 10 0.3
hectare in size. which the state allocites for individual
usc. In addition. familics usually keep u few head of
cattle or pigs and a smaull flock of poultry. For most
people with private plots. private agricultural activity
i a sccondary occupation. Although the private agri-
cultural scctor produces roughly onc-fourth of the
gross value of agricultural output, its cconomic sig-
nificance cannot be measured by share of production
alone. Becuusce the state-operated system for process-
ing and murkcting perishable foodstulfs is highly
incfficient. low quality and shortages of state-supplicd
perishables are chronic. Therefoce. Soviet consumers
rely cither on their own plots ur on dircet purchuses
from private producers for a major share of their
consumption of quality vegetables, meat. dairy prod-
ucts, und other highty perishable produce.

Since the end of the Stalin era. polics suppart for
private agriculture has followed an on-again. off-
again pattern. When the soctalized sector has fal-
tered. the lcadership hus loosened restrictions on
private agriculture: conversely, when the socialized
scctor has shown signs of recovery and stability .
Moscow has abundoned campaigns to boost outpuat

The grain huevests of 1979 gad 1950 were 179 and 189 euthon
metric ons resfechively s well below the tOth Tave-Year Plan
average of ubout 208 million metric tons The tatu bBarvest fas
yeur wis 67 million toes. the lowesi since 1950 | he mupur shortfall
in this ceop. often refcered tas “the secand beead. o resulting in
vhortages in many accas, and asoisosdiccnng the etk ~evta
siace about 10230 mdhion tans, ar about 40 porcent of an sverage

Potsto Crops s nacra bl used for hivesteck feed

from private agriculiure.” In 1977 the lcadership
issucd a decrec supporting private agriculture. The
cfforts to expand private production in 1977 followed
the disastrous grain harvest of 1975, The output of
140 million tons fcll short of the target by 75 nullion
tons. resulting in a sharp drop in meat production in
1976. In 1978, the Sovict's had a record harvest and
the lcadership’s promotion of privatc agriculture
waned. In 1979 total meat production stagnated. and
in 1980 fcll by 2.5 pereent, resulting in a per capita
drop of 3.5 percent. The retail sector tor food is in
large-seale discquilibrium with shortages of meat.
dairy products. and other foods reaching scrious
proportions.’ Thus. the leadership’s centerpicce in i
consumer program—improving the diet --has alrcads
suffered a reversal. Once again, private agriculturc is
in the spotlight.

The Present State of Private Agriculture

Since the 1930s when Soviet agriculture wis collectn-
ized. private agriculture has continued to cocxist with
the public sector, albeit in an uncasy idcological
sctting. The ascendancey of practicality ever ideology
is duc to the fact that private agriculture his har-
nessed land and tabor that the public sector has not
managed o uulize tully . in the process phaying o
substantiul role in the production of food.

But pust progress in private agriculture hias been
uncven. After output surged following Krushchev's
demise in 1965, output in the private sector s
declined since 19713 aee figure 1 The propartion of

“Treads in Ofticial Poticy Towiurd Private Actnin i the LSS K.
R IR 70.9.

" Over 90 peccent of fonad sald i through state-cont:
set prices AL collective Tarm markcts, where pris
thair surplus, prices vary accarding ta suppdy and
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Figure 1

USSR: Farm Output by Sector*
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wrivatc agricultural producl'ion in total furm output
ilso hax been declining steadily, from 31.S percent'in
965 to less than 2S percent in 1979 The private
ector shares in mcat and mitk—key foods to the
mprovement of the Sovict dict  have also posted
«cadual declines in the last decadce and a half (sce
uble 1)

aventory figurces for privately held livestock slso
cflect the declining role of the private scetor. The
wivate scctor’s share in the total number of livestock
cattle, pigs. sheep, and goatsy dropped from oac-
ourth in 1971 to onc-lifth in 1981.° The bricf cffect of
he 1977 decree shows up in the yearly totals for 1977
1y animul category (teble 2i. By the end of 1978
rivate herds, with the exception of hogs. declined

Mcasured in tcems of gross vatuc of output.
Livestock figures s of t January 1971 and 1 Januscy 1951

Table 1

Percent

Private Sector Qutput as a Shace of Total Qutput «

1965 1970 1974 1940
Mecut 40 35 31 3
Milk 30 36 31 30

“ Narodnoye khozyaysiva SSS R, 1965, 1970, 1975-79: Ekunaani-
cheskaya gazeta, No. 25, 1981, These (igures de nat represent an
absolute drop in private-sector output but rather the more rapid ratc
of advancement in the socialized sector. Privatc-scctor meat
production stagnated ie 1976-80.

slightly. despite the record gruin harvest of 1978,
Hecrd inveatories in 1980 show that all catcgories of
private livestock continued their gradual decline.

The private scctor’s sharc in hectarage devoted (o
crops. vincyards, and orchurds hus declined as well,
from 5.0 percent in 1970 10 3.5 percent in 1979~
Here. 100, the decrec of 1977 appeurs to have had
little effect in maintaiaing private agriculture’s share
1N resdurce usc.

Private farmers grow only it small amount of the feed
nceded to maintain their livestock and depend heavily
on the sociatized sector for grain. About 60 percent of
total graia supplics in the USSR is used to support
livesteck. yet the private sector produces only |
percent of the totad crop. fa the urca of roughages. the
dependence is also high. Except for potistoes.” only o
small amount of forage is grown on private plots; hay,
straw, green fodder, und silage come from the social-
1zed scctor,

. . \
Besides the arcas dircetly under the control of house-
holds. the private scctor has access 1o certuin lund
controlied by ths sociulized sector for pasturing pei-

° In adSition o arcs used for crops. vincyieds. ind orchards o
1970, 10.37 million hectares und in 1979, 72.72 mitliva hectares
peivate furmers 2rc directly allocited sume pustuce and hurlsads,
which in 1980 amounted 10 0.62 miillion hectares. (Moo Vens,
No. 49, 19K0.3

" The orivate scctor’s shiurce in potsto production wius WY ooecent ta
1979 {63 pcrcent i 1970

N




Table 2

Private Herd Inventories «

A illttm head at vearend

1970 1975 1976 1v77 9 1979 19%0

Cattle 250 238 2% 233 2\ 2 229

Cows 185 13.7 1.4 134 133 132 .2
tlogs 16.5 122 Hx 14.% 14 [ER 141
Sheep and Goals 33.2 294 e 3 294 29.2 29.% 9.2
s Naradnoye khozyavsive SSSR, 197579 Pruvdo. 24 January
1981.
vately owned livestock and harvesting hay. I all of

Y ) & nay Table 3

the area in the sociulized sector that dircetiy or
indircctly produces feedstuflfs for the private scctor is
added to the relatively small arca dircctly held by
houscholds. the total arca given over to supporting
private farming comes to roughly 121 million hee-
tares, or about 20 percent of all the arable lund in the
USSR. Feedstuffs (grain, silage. hayyare reccived as
payment in kind for participating in work on collective
or state farms. Theft or “misappropriation” of fecd-
stuffs is also practiced.

Private individuals raising livestock and poultry alsu
rcly heavily on bread and other cercal preducts for
livestock fced. Onc Soviet scholar estimated that the
amount of bread products consumed as feed in 1973
amounted to between S uand 6 kilograms per capita of
population, or 1.4 million tons of bread.” about 4
perecnt of bread and grain products sold that vear®
This practice, albeit illegul, occues nat oaly because
feed is in short supply. but ulso because it is a highly
cconomic way of feeding animals. The longstanding
imbalance in the price of bread in state steees und
livestock products in the freec market consistently has
induccd individuals 10 feed breud to livestock. Table 3
scts forth the relationship in rclative prices that has

*P. AL Lokshin_ Sprus. proizvodsive turgovive (Moscow : Fkaaa-
auka, 19750 p. 91, The Munistry of Trade calculuted =1 higher but
unspecificd figurc.

® The practice of fecding bread 1o livestack probably accouats {ur
some of the accasionul disruptions in retail suppiics of breud ia
rural urcas. From time 10 time public campaigns are cinployed ty
decaaunce the peactice of feeding snimals coreal peodudts sold in
stzte cetail stores

"

USSR: Ratio of Free Market Pricc of
Livestock and Poultry to Cost of
Rye Bread Required for Their Production -

1975

1966 1970 19%1
Pock .19 2N 37 RRA}
Beel - 1.3 1.70 RRR] 24K
Poultry Aes 676 6.99 K6

« Prices of mest based on average Moscow collective farm market
prices of January, Februury, und March.

led to the widespread usc of bread for feed. Beciuse
bread prices have been maintained by the state at the
same level while prices of livestock products in the
free market have been rising. there has been un
increasing incentive 1o buy bread for feeding.

Restrictions on private agriculturce iire now relatively
reluxed. The confiscation of privately owned animals,
the prohibition on the kceping of livestock uand poultry
in towns and scttlements. and restrictions on the
private sector’s access 10 feed have been ended by the
Brezhnev regime. The problem of cncouraging the
private scctor, therefore, hinges less on such passive
support as fewer restrictions than on uctive cconomic
support--~that is, the provision of adequate supplics of
agricultural resources. pacticularly feed for livestock.

Coafidential
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Provisions of the Jaauary 1981 Decree

The new decree, like the 1977 decrec. criticizes local
Wficials and statc and collective farm managers
‘or nol cncouraging private agricultural activity. espe-
sially the raising of livestock. Indced. in many rc-
:pects it repeats the substance of the older decrec: in
wo ways, however, it makes an innovative departure.
t ratifics and rccommends the contract method of
-aising livestock.™ and it rcmoves restrictions on the
yumber of livestock held by individuals for fivestock
scing raiscd under contract (that is. if the livestock is
0 be resold to the socialized sector).* The basic
‘cgulations on land, which permit up to 0.5 hectare
‘or personal use, remain in force.” Thus the decrec
naintains the basic controls over the private sector,
vhile linking somc privatc activity more closely with
he socialized sector. Also. state {arms, collective
‘arms. and other state agricultural enterprises. in
ywder to induce young pcople to stay on farms. can
iow grant young livestock free of charge to newly
‘ormed lamilics.

The decerce repeats and cxpands o aumber of provi-
ions of the 1977 decree. For examplc. up to SO
rercent of the loan granted (0 individuals to purchase
:uttle can be forgiven. The 1977 decree aflowed up to
V0O rubles in loan for purchasc of cows and up 1o 250
ubles for calves. Thus an individual can now receive
. grant of 250 rubles for purchasing cows and 125

* The peactice of sales (rom private individual to farms basod on a
1aed delivery cuatract goos back at least 1w the curly 196U, but
aly va a small scate. Kard-Eugen Wadekin, The Private SNector in
‘oviet Agriculture, 1973, pp. 245-6.

A complex sct of regulations goveeas the private holding of
vostock. Regulations differ for four basic catcgorics: collective
trm members, wage and salary wawkers in cural uccas who urc
ngaged in agricultural occupations, wage and sulury workers in
ural arcas who 2rc not cngaged in occupations connected with
gricultuce, and wage and salary workars in urban accas. In
ddition, the regulations vary considccably by locale. In gencral, the
wst liberal rules apply to collcctive farm workers: the Madel
Zollective Farmi Statutc of 1969 scts the upper imits as. “Onc
ow with culves of up 0 oac yeur, onc catl of up 10 twa yeurs. one
dw with piglcts of up 10 thece moaths o two hogs fur lattening,
nd) up 10 10 sheep or goats™ us well 6 30 unspecificd number of
cchives, poultry. and rabbits

Also regulated according 1o the fuur cstcgurics. The average sise
ow of private plots of collective farmery s 0.31 hectaee: of wackers
nd cmpluyces in rural arcas, 0.17 hectace: of stute facm warkees,
.21 hectare: und of urban wockers and cmplovees, 007 bectase,
‘uprusy ekonomiki, No. 5. 1981, p. 6K.

rubles for calves.” Credit advanced witdividuak for
improving private hectarage is also to be increased
and rcpayment terms improved. The 1977 decrec
permittcd foans of up to 1.000 rubles, repayable in
five ycars, lor improvement of private plots: now
improvement loans up to 3,000 rublcs. repayable over
10 ycars starting the third ycar after being reccived,
arc allowed. Again farms arc urged to supply more
fecd. makce available morc soctalized land for grazing.
haying, and raising of {eed. and provide morc assis-
tancc (o individuals in marketing their produce.

The contract system is voluntary and thercfore de-
pends upon the interest of individuals and farm
managcrs. Socialized farms are supposed o provide
young animals. fced. veterinary and other services.
and in turn arc allowed 1o include products obtained
under contract toward their own plan fulfillment
targets. Terms of the contracts—such as prices indi-
viduals pay for the young animals and the amount and
price of feed 10 be provided by the farms. as well as
the buyback prices: are to be ncgotiuted on an
individual basis.

Two basic arrangements involving feed allotments
and buyback priccs arc uscd in cxperimental contract
systcms now in opcration (in almost all the experimen-
tal systems described., the individuul pays the state
purchase price per kilogram for the young animaly:

« Option | —Thc farm supplics the individual a por-
tion of the riccessary feed at cost (the price the turm
pays the state for the feed). The individual 1oust
obtain the rest of the nccessary feed himsell. The
buybusck price is gencrally sct at or somewhat less
than the statc purchase price.

* Option 2—-The (arm supplics a portion of the
nccessary feed free of charge. Again, the individual
must obtusin the remaining feed necessary (o raisc
the anima! to the weight specified in the contract.
The buyback price is tow, about onc-fourth te onc-
half of state purchasc prices. Sometimes the deald o

** Two hundeed und fifty rubles is roughly cquivalent 1o 40 dury’
wuges fur 1 state fuem worker. The pacchase price of 3 com i
foughty 1 000 rublcs.




made morc attractive by allowing the private pro-
duccr to keep a portion of the ivestock. For exame-
plc. if five or more pigs arc raised. the private
producere might be allowed to keep vac. Occusion-
ally the private producer is allowed to keep 30
percent of the poultry he raises. However., in such
cuses the portion of feed alloted per animal is
generildly lowered.

Qutlook for the Cantract System

The overall availability of feed will affect success of
the contract system of raising livestock, in which
private producers are 1o depend upon local Garms for
feed and other help. The private sector’s heavy
dependence on the public sector for resources-  mast
imporctantly. feed for livestock-- means that perturba-
tions 1n sociatized production ceverberate into the
private scetor. Thus, shortages of feed in the public
sector hive un adverse impact on the outpat of the
private sector precisely at those times when the Soviet
leadcrship is most inclined to encourage the private

sector.

Because the decree leaves the decisionmaking povwer
un eatering Into contracts to farm managers and
individuals, the deceree could be thwirted at the
ground level. If the system is to work. both furm
managers and privitte producers must pereeive clear
advantages. However, a aumber of crosscurrents ren-
der relative advantages difficult wo predict.

For furmy munagers, the stroagest incentive to enter
contracts is the ability 10 count livestock obtaincd
undcer contruct toward procurement Liargets. Anuther
incentive is the greater carc that individual animals
would recceive in the hands of private producers and
the reduction in animal mortality that would likely
ensuc. The greatest disincentive is the risk in provid-
tng resources--feed supplies and voung saimals —to
individuals ‘who might not rctura the results of their
labor to the farms, despite the finuncial penalties for
which the individual would be liable. The penalty the
individual puays to the furms for failure o retuen the
mature animal, however, would not campensate the
furm manager for loss of the animal (o count towurd
plan fulfillment. Thus. farm managers may be loath
e cxtend coopcration to individuids by providing

—Confidcntint—"""

young animals and fced.* FiIced with-present condi-
tions of severe feed shortages. this disxincentive will be
particularly strong. and managees will be maore in-
clined to spend resources on the animais over which
they have direct control. If pressured by locad of ficiads
to sct up contructs, they may fail to supply the full
quantity of (ced for private use stipulated in the
contracts.

For the individual the strongest incentive to enter into
a contract is the prospect of un gustranteed feed
supply.” Without this. the private producer would be
better off 10 expend the considerable effort nccessary
to obtain feed. slaughtcer and dress the animal. and
scll the meat at a collective farm inarket (CFMy,
where prices are cansiderably higher than state pur-
chase prices. Details of experimenta! contraet svastems
published 1n the Sovict press indicate that farms are
making available to private producers under contrict
less than hall, ofien anly onc-third, of the feed units
nccessary o rise antmads,” Private producers there-
fore still must rely on their own efforts and finxnces to
obtiin the renmaining feed.

[t appears that the practice of supplying less feed than
15 necessary 10 case aninials foliows not oaly from
fced shortage canditions but zlso from the judgment

" Ax the decree of 191 underscores. Pany Secretany Kisdev of
Bcelorusais recently admitted that farm AWAAECTS “ViCw Privite
plois as a burden,”™ A recent repoet frans Onmsk, where 3 <ampaiga
L0 cACOUFARS Private mcal nraductinn heenn frve vorrs apgn. de-
senbed the Tindifference” snd “sctve opposition” o faem manag-
crs 0 privately vwacd livestock. Last (all 3t 3 roundiable dincussion
of the peoblems of privatc agricultuee conducted bs the All-Uaion
Centeal Councit of Trade Laions, the Central Commitice of the
USSR Cnion of Agricultural Workers, and the Regivnal Trude
Union Councils of Belorussia, the partecpaats pointed wut the
reluctance of fuem manugees tushare pasturelund, blaming the
that many collective and stutc farms du not have suflficicnt
pasturclands for theie own animuals. Sovet.haye Helorussiva, 12
November 1980; Severskova Kossiva, 1 March 195¢: frud 1)
Octuber 19K0.

' Feed and othee shortuges have put steess va small-seale animal
husbandey . Recenddy the Moldavian Univa of Consumer Coupera-
tives survesed private plot holders w determine why they kept no
livestock e did not incrcase theie holdings. Furts-five pereeat
btamed the luck of feed, 28 percent cited a lack of NCCENA0Y paCe
and cquipment. 28 peccent named the difficalty in acguiring ooy
stock. and S percent nzxmed s fuck of time or poar heabth
NSovetshaya Maoldaviva, 10 Masch (9% o 3

" Buased on actuat stiene wnd cotective facm (eed converinn rati
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that private producers arc already obtaining a large
‘part of the neeessary feed units from state 1CSOUrces.
Ina recentarticle.” an ascademic argued that whea
onc takes account of the large amounts of bread
scquired through state stores and of concerntrated feed
acquired through theft. the private scctor’s feeding
cllicicncy in poultry raising is in rcality less than that
of the public sector und. therefore. 10 provide more
cuneentrated feed to private producers under contract
would be inelficient.

tn addition, our calculutions show that the private
producer’s profit under the contract system teads to
be bow. especially when contrusted with the profics
denived (rom CFM prices tappendix).

Hewever, some of the reported experimental contract
systems ullow private producers to keep some of the
contract hivestack: ~up to 30 percent- -for themselves.
Such contracts may Gp the scales toward inducement.
particulurly if meuat shortages continue, as seems
likely. On the other hand. most furm managers
probably will view with ¢ven less enthusiasm the
prospect of supplying grain for animals not cventually
returned to the farm.

Deputy Gosplun Chairman Ryzhkov recently empha-
xized that the fate of the contract system depends on
this batance of incentives, stating at the 26th Purty
Congress that help to the private sector is to be u
“voluntary™ program and caanot be incorporated into
the Plun. Nevertheless, some targets have been set. In
19%1. 14.2 million voung pigs." S86 million young
poultry. und 3.S million tons ¢f mixed feed ure to be
sold (o private producers under various arrangements.,
compared with 14.8 million young pigs. 570 million
young poultry, and about 3.5 million tons of mixed
feed sold in 1980."™ Thus. while plans call for increises

" Selskuya chiza’, 30 Muy 1981, p. 2.

* Sales of piglets in the first six moaths of 19K1 are |4 million
1bove Last yeae's sales foe the sume period.

N Zliimmmwd.«nn, No. |, 19K1; Fkonomika scl'skugo kho-
‘vavsiva, No. 1L 1980, In 1975 the Muenistry of Tradc estimated
hat demand for concentrxicd fezd sold through state «nd coupcia-
ive retail outlets was 7 million tons. in conteast w the 3 million tons
ocated. Spras. proizvodsive wegovive, p. 91.

Fowftdvanal

-in the aumber of young animals provided, they fail o

provide 2 concomitant.increase in miked feed ™

Outlook for Feed Supplies

After two years of poor grain harvests. feed supplics
arc tight.”* Abovc-normal slaughtering occurred in the
carly months of 1980, and rcports continuc to surface
that feed supplics arc excrucixtingly short in many
arcas.

Feed shortfalls, despite continued high imports

of graia, arc likely to persist for the next five

ycars. Annual average meat production planned for
1981-85, 17.0-17.5 million tons, represents an in-
crease of more than 1S percent over the annua!
average of 14.9 miillion tons achicved in 1976-80.
The Sovicts will likely fall short of their highly
ambitious target for anaual average grain production,
which represents a sizable increase of 17 pereeat over
annual average production in 1976-80.7 This year the
grain harvest will be substaatially -below the planned
targel.

Such taut plunning meuns that farm managers will
not likely have the feed supplics necessary to render
morc assistance (o private producers. Recently,
Ukrainian Party First Scerctary Sheherbitskiy
waracd that, even if grain production targets for the

~ This amount of mixeo fecd (3.5 million wonsy is about 70 percent
short of whit is roquired to caisc the 14.2 million pigs or abouut 10
perocat short of what & roquined to raise the SRE milbina yownp
pocliey. However, individuals 2re supponed o receive other B o
fced as well through the farms.
* Accoeding 1o official statistics. less feed wus used in 1979 than
197K 3nd 1977, Feed units tin centnersy expended por “standard
animat unit” dropped from 27.3in 1977 (0 26.9 in 197X aad 10 26.1
in 1979. Yct lccding cfficicacy appacently bux notimproved.
Between 1979 xnd 1979 feed coaversion riutios, with the cxception
of catle ux collcctive Taems, woesencd. (For detanls see Khimica «
sel'skom khozyaysive, Na. 2, 19%1.) Another factor which has
affccied feeding cfficicncy ncgatively is the impeoper compemition
of fced.

“ The announced goal foe 19XS is 1X.2 million tons of meat.
* The «naual average geain crop in the 1976-X0 plaa period was an
incecase of sbout 13 percent uver the anauali average crop a the Yih
FYP.thc unaual average geain crop in the 1971-78 plun peceod wis
an increasce of ubout K pereent aver the anus -l average crop an the
1966-70 plun period.




next five years were.met. the republic would stifl not
have cnough geain 10 reach meat production turgets
given the current {eed conversion ratios.

Fced shortages cxacerbate the system-induced tend-
cncy of farm managers 1o hoard resources. Plan
targets arc gencrally sct by increascs over the
achicved level: thus, the farm manager knows that
ncxt ycar he will have to produce morc and will be
inclined 1o husband resources. In addition, plan tucr-
gets arc frequently increcased and managers know it is
prudent to keep extra supplics on hand to mect new
targets or to barter with other farms for various
resources. In an attempt to introduce more stability
into local planning. the ycarly plans for the five-year
period. sct at the beginning of the five-ycar period. arc
not supposcd 1o change: ncither arc figurcs {or dcliv-
cry of supplics.™ Given the past record of changes in
annual and five-ycar plans, however, it scems doubtlul
that farm managers will have much confidence in
futurce plan stability and likely will still hoard re-
sources for various contingencics, such as under-
dclivery of supplics.

The [afluence of Other Factors

A broud range of (actors, many of which are affccting
the performance of agriculture in general, reinforce
the likclihood that the ncw decree will not result tn u
surgc in privatc agricultural activity: demographic
trends, rural housing policics, the narrowing gap
between urban and retail trade ia food, the inad-
cquatc supply of machines and implements, the poor
marketing and transport structures, the narrowing
gap between urban uand rural incomes. and upprchen-
sion about the longevity of lcadership support for
privatc agriculture.

The Demographic Trend. Between 1970 and 1979, the
rural populstion declined by 6.9 million.™ This long-
rangc demographic pattern will have a depressing

* Pravdu Ukrainy., 18 Macch 19K1.

" According o 1 decree of November 1980.

= Duc to movement to citics, and the transformation of zome rucal
populated ccntees into urban scutlements. The gross decline of 15.6
million was partiadly offsct by un .7 million natural increasc,

Confridential

cffect on private agricultural output. Morcover. the
structurc of the rural populitidn is changing. With
the proportion of clderly increasing. fewer able-bodicd
people are available to perform the heavy manuad
tabor tavolved in cultivating plots and raising live-
stock, basically labor-intensive activities.

A per family comparison of livestock holdings in 1970
and 1979 demonstrates that the decline in private
holdings of livestock is duc not only to rural populu-
tion dcclinés but also o the declining fcasibility of
and interest in raising livestock (table 4).

With the exception of goats, the holdings per family
dceclined. The sharp decline in private holdings of
cows is contributing to the severe milk shortages now
occurring. as morc families have turned to the trade
nctwerk, adding considcrable stress on supplics.

The dceclines arc even morce pronounced ia the
Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR)
(tablc 5). where again holdings per rural family of all
types of livestock. except goats, declined.

In times of stress, private holdings of cattle (especially
cows) decline whilc goat herds increase. Goats are the
*poor man's cows™": pcasants will substitute goats for
cows when feed is scarce.™

Other demographic trends in the countryside will tend
to diminith privatc (arming. For cxample. last vear a
study of privatc furming in the black carth zonc of the
Russian republic found an inversc relationship be-
tween occupational ranking and private plot activity
among rural inhabitants. The study found that the
higher the skill level or job description of one or more
partaers of a couple, the less likely the family was o
keep livestock.™

= Six ta cight goats can be kept on the (ced required for oac cow. In
addition goxts will graze on poor-quality “scavenger fceds™ that
arc nocmally ccfused by other livestock,

N The Cureent Digest of the Suviet Press, vol. XX XIL Na. 14, p. 9.
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Table 4

LSS R: Livestock per 100 Rural Families =

Table S

RSFSR: Livestock pere 100 Rursl Families -

Head Pereent Hesd Pereent
— Chanage Change
1970 1979 1910 1919
Cattde 101.2 96X -4 Caule 984 X6.0 -99
Cowsx 610 AR 122 Cums N 492 17,4
Hogs 612 620 -1 tlogs Sal R -
Sheep 116.9 1046.0 -9} Sheep 146.8 116 - MK
(rasts 1.7 1X.x 6.2 Goats 0.t A5 7.0

+ Derived from table 2 and 1970 and 1979 ccasus counts of rural

familics. Livestock fizures as of 1 Januury,

The share of specialists thuse with higher or some
speciatized secondury cducution

sute fioemis has been incrcasing steadily, From 1960

‘in coifective und

10 1977 the praporiion of specialisis among collective
fiein workers has quadrupled. wnd tac proportion of
speciulists among state farm workers has tripled.™

Underlying the increasc of specislists in the country-
side ix the rising educational level of rural residenta.
In 1959, the prapartion of rural residents with a
highcr or at least some middic-level education wis
onc-fourth. riving ta onc-third in 1920 und to onc-hulf
ta 1979.* As rural educatoaal levels advance, iaterest
declines in perfurming the type of manual lubor
associated with current practice in Sovict peivate
agriculture.

Rural #Housing Policies. The poor record of invest-
meat in rural scrvices and housing us well as the
atteaction of higher wapex und betler services in the
citiex have ciused 3 continuing migration (rom the
countryside. But the government’s push (o incrciise
and tmprove rural housing and services huas wiso
perversely alfected privaie agriculture. This policy.
aow being publicly questioned. was intended 1o move
the inhubitants of small und medium-sized rural
scttlements to lirger commuanitics in order to provide

‘_\..:\mlum.'hnh.r,ul(d....,nuu Na Poavxa

T¥estank wunioinds Ny 6 19K

I’YJT\TT(T(T?H!:H’

- Dcrived (com Narodavye khazearston RSFSR. 1910 1nd 1979,
and 1970 und 1979 census counts of runal familics. Livestock figures
asol 1 Januarey.

goods und services more clficicatly. A large number
of rural population points were dexignated us “non-
viable™: new residential construction was banncd. At
the samc timc onc or morc demonstration comnauni-
tiex per oblust were built, chiclly high rise buildings
with complcte utility scrvices. but without privite
plots. outbuildings for livestock, or celluex. Accurding
to a'rccent survey by the Belorussinn Central Statisti-
cal Administration, {amilics living in multistoricd
buildings huve only unc-third as maay cattic and onc-
half us muay hogs us those familics living in dctached
buildings. Atmost half of the rural familics Living in
large apartment buildings koep no livestock at ali ™

Narrowing Gap Betweea Urban and Rural Retail
Trade in Food. Qiver the last decade. the gap between
urbun and rural avaitability of food in state retail
outlcts hus narrowed. The ratio of urbun to rury!
rctait food trude per capita wus 2.6 in 1970, declining
10 2.4 in 1975 and 2.2 in 1979.% Whilc the rurul
populution has decreased. the number 6f statc cctail
und cooperuative stores-in rural arcas hus tncrcased.
from 278.700 in"1970 10 283.100 in 1979, In 4dds-
tion, muny rural residents journcy to urban arcas to
purchuasc foodstufls. Thus, the rural population. wingeh

Y Savershove Kovava, 1 December tvxn o 0
* Decaved feaoy Naroadnoe Choios e, 1910 10 150
T Naredacae Chocvacin 1919 0 110




uat one tme had to rase virtually all its own food. can
morc cusily obtain food through statc-operated

xtorces.”

The lnadequate Supply of Machines and Tools Suit-
able tv Small-Scale Farming. Because the number of
horses has declined. the problem of plowing tsolated
plots has worsenced. In addition, although statc and
collective farms in some cascys assist in plowing, often
individuals have no such help and must rely on their
own hands and a few small implements. Despite years
of pluaning. a minilractor suitable for small farming
has only rccently gonc into production.” This ycar a
gardcn tractor went into production at the Minsk
tractor works."™ indications arc, howcver, that the
production run will be small.” The tructor is intended
for sale to individuals. although most likely on what is
called an “organized™ basis. mcaning that prospective
purchascrs must {irst register and wait their turn, as s
the case with automobile purchases.™

A sccond, similar minitractor is scheduled to go into
production at the Kutaisi tructor works in Georgia
this year. Production is to be 150 this ycar, 1,500 in
1982, und rcach 35.000 in 1986." Thus, the chances
of the many million holders of private plots acquiring

~ In addition, many rural residents order food supplics at ncarby
state and collective farms. In Kalininskaya Oblast in the RSFSR,
for example, S8 percent of the families va collective furms sad 78
percent of the families of state (arm wackers buy their milk at their
{arm. Officials ia Omskays Oblast determiacd that wp o 20
poreent of gross micst production by >1ute and culledtive Farims was
ullccated (o cover their owa consumption aceds. Soverskava Rus-
siyva. S October 1981, p. I Sovetskaya Rossiya, @ Muarch 1951,
P

= tn 1968 the Ministry of T:actoc and Agricultural Machine
Building was given the respoasibility for peoducing 3 miniteacior.
S fzvestiva, 25 Macch 19K1, p. 6, The Belarus” MTZ.08 is 3 two-
wheeled. five horscpower machine tu which attachments (or piow.
ing. hurruwing. cultivating, and digging up crops cun be coupled. [t
is oquipped with four forward and (wo reverse gezes. Withaut
attachments the tractur will cost 1,100 rubles.

* Pravda, ¥ December 1940,

rlicr the Main Administration fur Mcchanization in the
RSESR hud plauanced (o sell the minitractors 10 state wad collective
(arms anly. A portion uf the ininitractor production is still probably
intended fur sale to state and collective farms because the an-
aouncement of the tractue production meationed the likclihaod of
the tractur being made available oo hire.

“ Sovetskava torgeniva, 10 March 19%1. A (actar which may affec
planncd output is the plan fulfliliment indicator of total horscpower
produced. Fronm the puint of view of the tractor iadustry, theee is
little encentive to proaduce low-horsepauer tractars,

onlidentnt™

a minitractor in the ncar future are <mull. Because of
the cost. such tractors may well be nmore fcasible for
“avnicoltectives.” groups of 10 (o 1S private farmers
who work tagcther. pooling theis resources. Such
groups arc being cacouraged on an cxperimental basis
in Moldavia.”

Meanwhile, the leadership apparent!y has realized
that the prospects for mechanizing the privite sector
s00a arc not favorable and is tuening 1o snimal power
as a partial solution. A deeree this Junc calling for the
cxpansion of horsc breeding is aimed at assisting furm
work.*

Thc outlook (or a better supply of small agricultural
implements is also problematical. Small impleaicnts
such as scythes are important: many tracts of land in
privatc usc were given to individuals becausce their
terrain makes them unsuited to mechanized oper-
ations. In 1977 a4 number of governmental units
involved in the production and sale of small imple-
ments agreed on a list of toals and cquipment neces-
sary for private farming. Oaly about half of the items
on the list arc now in production.” Because these
items are gencrally assigaed for production (o {ac-
torics of hcavy industry and constitutc oaly | 1o 2
percent of the factory’s planned output, they receive
low priority und arc oftea produced only in small
quantitics and in poor quality. Voluminous compluints
in the Sovict press indicate that the shortage of stnall
tmplcments s serious.,

Numerous local Sovict officials have commented on
the increasing reluctance of rural inhabitants to per-
form thec manual labor of cultivating private plots or
raising livestock. The campaign to mechanize the
socialized seetor has put more machinery on stite and
coliective farms. but in the process it has accentuated
the tabor-intensive nuture of private farming. As one
oblast secrctary put it, “The gup between highly
mcchanized sociulized production and the primitive
mecthods of maintaining the privide plot is being felt

N

“ Suveiskuye Maoldaviva. 10 March 1951 5 2
“ 1t s aimed as well at casing meat shortages.
* Pravdas. 18 February 19K1.
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morc 3nd morc keealy, ™ Thus. the widespread provi-
sioa of minitractors. or at lcast better hand tools, to
casc the burden is important.

Thke {nadequate Marketing and Transpore Stractures.
Pavate producers must spend coasiderable time and
cffort to get their preduction to market. in part
because of the lack of a modern fiarm-to-market
transportation system. Sovict cconomists estimate
that 200 million mun-days a ycur arc lost in the
independent marketing of private production. The
nctwork of points for the reception. storage. and

. processing of private production is thin. For cxample,
the Chairmai of the USSR Central Union of Con-
sumers® Socictics cstimates that on average only one
such point exists for 7,000 private plots. In the 1 [th
Fivc-Ycar Plan, a high target has been sct to improve
the situation---the quadrupling of procurement points
under the cooperative system. Given the problems
affecting the construction scctor. however. it is diffi-
cult to sec how this plan can be met.

The inadequate marketing structure is caused in part
by the poor road structure. Only about 15 percent of
tural scttlements arc 10 kilometers or closer to roads
suitable for automobiles.* Most rural roads arc not
hard-surface and become impassable for much of the
year. There is only about onc-fourth 2s much hard-
surlace roadway in the Sovict Union as in che United
States. Yet progress remains slow. During the 1981-
RS perind. RO.000 kitom=ters of hard-<urface raads are
to be built, compurcd with 110,000 kilometers of
hard-surface roads built during the first four ycars of
the 1976-80 period. Slow cxpansion of the network of
roads will continuc 10 rctard improvement of the
marketing structurc.

The Narrowing Gap Besween Rural and Urban In-
comes. Belore the mid-1960s, private agricultural
production wis the main source of income and mesas
of subsistence for many collective farm members. la
1966 a system of tisnc and picce rates for collective
farm members was introduced, mcaning that fluctu-
ation in income was lessened. This, plus the risc in
farm income gencrated from increased procurement

= Nenviskava Rassiva, & October 1961 p, 2.
= Vepeusy ckanomiki, No._ 1. 1950,

ala

prices. has cuused-collective farm -member income to
rise. The average income differentinl Betweedall
wugc and salary workers and collective faem mem-
bers “ has decrcased from abeut 60 pereent in 1970 1o
44 pereent in 1979, As a result, the risc ia collective
farm mcmbers® income has made the incamc from
private agricultura! production = secandary rather
than a primary income. although it is still highly
important for muny, averuging roughly onc-fourth of
total collective furm family income.

In addition. the increusing monctization of cullective
farm income is reducing payment-in-kind. meaning
that collective furm members have less acecss te gritin
and other feedstulfs with which to support livestock.
Also. becausce the state farm average wage is much
closer to the national average wage, subsidiary income
is not as important (o state farm workers as ta
colicctive furm members. The average income diffcr-
catial between all wage and salary workers and state
farm workers has decreused as well, from 23 pereent
in 197010 13 percent in 1979, The ongoing converaion
of collective furms into state farms will make subxid-
iary income even less important to an increasing
number of agricultural wockers.*

Peréeptions That the Private Agricalture Campaiga
Is Temporary. Since the beginning of the Brezhnev
yecars the leadership has made four previous effurts to

‘boost the:private sector in agriculture-- 1964-65,

1969, 1972, and 1976.77, Although the preseat cam-
paign is recciving much attention in the Soviet press.
the population has lived theough other campaigns that
resulted in no substuntial long-run effort. The residual
uncertainty about the longevity of leadership support
may act as a deterrent to the kind of risk taking on'the
part of individuals that would produce a boost in
output. Thus, although loans and credits arc sepoosed
(o be available for individuals to buy livestock and
build structures to house them, private produccrs may
be reluctant to make use of them.

< For socialized activity. lacludes income-in-kind.

= In 1970, there weee 16.7 million collcctive facm wurkers versus
8.9 «aillion state fucm workers. ta 1979, there were 1).7 million
collective farm workers versus 11.$ state fare workees. Thus moee
rural residents have a higher income because they ure o state
farms.




Despite the numcmes public endorsements of nraay
government snd party officials for the new decrce.
there renuiiny in sumc party quarters @ longstaading
fear thit the private plot system, if encouraged. will
waiken rural workers™ contribution (o public-sector
agricelture. For exumple. Party First Sceretary
Shcherbitskiy of the Ukraine, an important agricul-
tural region, hax given no public endorsement of the
decree uand is rumored (o have waraed the Central
Committee that the attention to private plots could
fcad 10 a situation where they would compete with the
state and collective farm system.

fiven a revent article that endorsed the campaign
warncd that private plot sctivity can “have an adverse
cffect un the formation of the Savict person’s psychal-
ugy. develop a moncy-grabbing attitude, und engender
speculation.” Last winter a Znaniyve Socicty lecturer
expressed the opinion that the private plot campaign
waus “temporary.” accessury only untif the “material
busc™ of the socialized sector is fully established.

The lHuagarian Modcl

There are some indications, however, that the cane-
paign tu encourage private agriculture may not be
short fived.* and that the lcadership is formulating 2
more accommodating ideological approach to privite
agriculture. For example. a Soviet agricultural spe-
cialist, writing in the prestigious jouraul Feprosy:
ckonomiki this spring., refeered 10 the “socialist na-
tirre”™ of the private plat svstem. Namermnas favamble
mentions in the Sovict press of the Hungarian agricul-
tural system-—including a complimentary reavirck by
Brezhnev at the recent 26th Pacty Congress-  suggest
that some clements of the teadership are casting about
for addition:t! ways to foster private agriculture,

This spring another Znuniyce Sacicty lecturer stated
that the leadership is considering an agricultural

chuarnge along the lines of the “lHungarian Model™ in
which state cattle arc gradually being distributed to

“ This speing an All-Union Coalcrence aa Private Plat Ocvelop-
ment. organized by the Ali-Union Acadamy of Agricultural Soi-
eaces. the USSR Academy of Scicaces [nstitute of Economics. and
the USSR Academy of Scicnces lastitute of Founomics of the
World Sociatist System. was held in Muscow. The guverament is
now alsu publishing 3 new “haw-10™ magazing, Priusadebnaye
Lkhazgarsive, {oe private pradocces

(~eafidentinl—

private plots and I;n:ncrsf conperatives.” The present
Hungarian party and govermmeat policy is wuch more
liberal toward the private sector than thad of the
USSR In the late 1960s the Hungarian party. as part
of itx new cconomic mechanixm (NEM. adopted
ncw idcologicat u})pru:nch' to private agriculture. The
formula now uzed is that of “organized unity™ of the
collective sector and the private houschold plots of the
members of the collective Germs, mcaning that private
farming is considered an “integral partaer™ with the
socialist sectar in agricultural production. This for--
mula has been incorporated in the Law on Coopera-
tives. As a rexult, the produce of the hausehold plots
of the members of the collective farms now appears in
the national statistics  unlike in the Soviet Union -
as part of the socialized agricultueal sector.

Morcover, receatly the agricultucal produce of the so-
calleG auxilitry Gicus of bluc-collar and white-collar
workers in the nonagricultural sector has been shown
in the statistics as part of socialized agriculture.
Because the Hungarian party regards private plots
belonging 1o members of agricultural cowperatives as
part of the socialist agricultural sector. there is no
rextriction on the size of private livestock holdings. On
the contrary. the government encourages the increise
of private herds. providing subsidies for the pucchase
of animals. Contractual agreements between privicte
producers and 1he socialized furms are widespread.,
with the Giems supplying voung antmals and feed. and
the private prodncers micing and fattening the
animals,

FHungarian state and collcctive furms arc cxpected to
take account in their own cconomic plans of the needs
of private producers by giving them tcchaicul advice,
sclling them sced. feed, and animals, and providing
teansport and markcting scrvices. This type of inter-
scctoril cooperation, which holds further possibili-
ties.”™ is a significant part of the country’s functional

= tn tHuagary, awe than M percent of 3l pigs and TS (0 XU percent
ol atl paubiey are peisately amacd. To crawrage pevate aw acrship
and beecding of cattle in Huagary wabaut 26 percent of catile in
tlungary acc now peivately held the state b prowiding annual
subsidics fur cach animul ouned. which incrcases substantially
whea a2 cow calves.

= For cxample. furthar efficicncy theaugh specializatia with 3
desision of Labor butw ccae luege soviulized units comxatsating un
cattde, sheep. and hag beceding, and the POVt «CCti Comcenirit-

tag wn Cattening




and cfficicnt agricultural systcm. But while the Sovict
leaders would like to foster this aspect of the Hungar-
ian agricultural system in the USSR, they clearly are
not rcady to institute the changes that make this
Hungarian intcrscctoral cooperation suceessful and
that would do much to aid private agriculture in the
USSR. In Hungary dircct planning and control of
socialized agricultural establishments by state bodies
were abolished in 1968. Present economic and agricul-
tural policy is market and profit oriented. In agricul-
turc as well as in the other sectors, the state confines
itsclf to methods of indirect control (procurement
prices, credits, subsidies). Within this framework, the
managecrs of socialized agricultural establishments
have considcrably more freedom to decide on and
execute production plans than do their Sovict counter-~
parts. They themselves decide on the structure of
cropping. the purchase and use of means of produc-
tion. the choice, quantity, and quality of goods offered
for sale, marketing channcls and busincss relations,
use of profits and investment. Thus planaing on the
pacticular levels necessary 1o promote and coordinate
with privatc agricultural producers—the micro, or
fiem, level-~-is possible in Hungary but not in the
Sovict Union. For example, farms in Hungary. be-
cause they manage their own procurement of farm
inputs, can more easily attain thz requircd proportion
of supplics as well as additional supplics when neceded
than can Sovict farms, wherce deliverics of supplics are
fixed in ycarly amounts.

In the present drive to foster private agriculture in the
USSR. the leadership has partialiy adopted some
fcatures of the Hungarian private agricultural system:
for instance, the lifting of controls on livestock num-
bers held by individuals operating within the contract
system, the permission 1o count contract animals
toward state and collective farm delivery targets. and
the provision of grants to purchase cattle. But the
framework within which privatc agriculture cxists in
the USSR is that of s highly planned. centralized
agriculture unable to interact cffectively at the firm
level with private agricultural activity. Until this
changes—-and for idecological reasons alone such a
chuange secms highly unlikely in the ncar futurc—-
private farmers will continuc 1o be the last claimants
on state resources ta the USSR,

acn

Prospects . )

it is 100 carly (o assess the cffect of thecffort 10
cncourage private agriculture. Howcever, so far this
year average monthly meat procurements from the
private scctor have been substantiatly below those of
tast ycar. In addition. reports from twa rcpublics this
year indicatc that the campaign there has not pro-
duced the leadership's hoped-for results. In May a
republic-wide conference of local party committees in
Latvia issucd a report speaking of “unsatisfactory™
rcsults in increasing private-plot output. In April.
First Scerctary Kiselev of the Belorussian Party
stated that the number of privatcly owned livestock
had fallen.*

Some suceessive years of good harvests would consid-
crably casc the feed situation now hampering both the
public and private sectors in agriculture. On the other
hand. good yeurs for the socialized sector May causc
the leadership to view support of the privite sector as
less an imperative than aa option. In any case, state
and collective farm managers will have high livestock
targels to meet. meaning that the resource sharirg
caifed for in the decree ficces trying times.

Although the lcadership realizes that the ecnormous
investments in agrictlture have not brought the ex-
pected payoff and that continued large investments
are necessury, it acvertheless views the coming decude
as a transition era in which numcrous problems will
be substantially ameliorated. The principal reason
given by Sovict officials for the continucd existence of
the private scctor is cconomic neeessity resulting from
the still inudequate level of socialized agricultural
production. Should the Icadership come to belicve that
the socialized sector is progressing satisfactorily in the
transition to greater cfficiency and stability, the cam-
paign of support for private agriculture will probably.
as before, wind down.

A reimposition of the kind of harassment which
cxisted in the last years of the Khrushchev regime.
however., does not seem particularly likely as long as
mcmorics of the recent back-to-back poor husvests

S Soverskava Latéiye. 1S May 19%1: Suvetskava Rossiva, 11 April
19%).




prevail. The specter of rapid reverses in agriculture
raiscd by mcmorics of 1979 and 1980 should surcly
dissuadc the leadership from such a course. There-
forc, thc most probable outcome of the present cam-
paign is that private agriculture will maintain its
rough sharc in total production, posting ncither sig-
nificant advances nor reverses. If the campaign of
support should dissipate, private agriculture’s sharc
will probably continue to slip.
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Appendix

Possible Return Over and Above
Feed Costs for Individuals
Raising Hogs and Poultry
Under the Contract System

In our alculations we assumed that the oollective or
state farm supplics private producers with both the
youag animal and u portion of the feed free of
churge.™ These fuvorable conditions. of course, arc
not the rule.. Then using various feed conversion
ratios. and with our cstimatces of average state pur-
chasc prices per kilogrum (kg) of livewcight, we
dctermined the range of = ~ofit the private producer in
the contruct system was likely to obtain. With poultry,
the private producer could make from 1.55 10 1.78
rubles per kg This is a lower profit than would be
gencrated from the prices prevailing ut collective farm
markets, discounting (or processing and markcting
casts. A typicul CFM price for poultry s now about §
rubles per kg, The return over and above the feed
costs per Kilo of pork ranges from 0.07 rubic 10 0.50
rublc, again lower than the profit that would be
gencraled from CFM pork prices. which typically
range from 4.00 10 8.00 rublex per kg.

Tl anount of tecd Dased o £Cports 18 the DA i0t [ an tage
uperatings of wufious CuNLEaCct syStems.

Figure 2
USSR: Value of Livestock in Privately
Owned Herds*
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